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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office action is in reply to Applicant's response and amendment filed May 3 1, 2004. 
Claims 1-31 remain pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

3. Applicant contends that Curtis does not teach or suggest each and every limitation as 
recited in the claimed invention (page 10, last paragraph). Specifically, Applicant contends that 
Curtis fails to teach or suggest a validation engine capable of providing and ensuring a valid 
ordering prior to installation or removal of components (page 11, last paragraph to page 12, top). 
Applicant acknowledges that the "checkdependency" function taught by Curtis determines 
whether a file, program or registry object indicated in a dependency list is installed on the 
computer, but contends that the function does not, prior to installation and/or removal, provide 
an ordered and validated ordering of components that are to be installed and/or removed by an 
installation component (page 12, first paragraph). Applicant further alleges that Curtis does not 
base the installation of components upon a valid order, but rather upon whether or not particular 
components already exist on the computer (page 13, first paragraph). 

However, as presented in the previous Office action, the "checkdependency" function 
taught by Curtis does provide a valid ordering of components. By determining whether the 
components in a dependency list are installed on the computer (see column 1 1, lines 17-20), the 
function serves to validate an installation order. Specifically, the function provides a valid 
installation order by providing a list of components depended upon by a program that must be 
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installed before installing the program (see column 12, lines 27-32). Thus, the sequence or 
ordering of components to be installed is defined such that the components depended upon by 
the program are to be installed first, and the program is to be installed subsequently. In other 
words, Curtis teaches providing a valid installation order in which certain components are to be 
installed before others. Curtis further discloses that the installation program installs the 
components based upon this order (see column 12, lines 32-40). 

Moreover, Curtis discloses that the "check_dependency" function implements the 
operations illustrated in FIGS. 4A and 4B (see column 11, lines 11-14). As illustrated in FIGS. 
4A and 4B, the function determines whether the components depended upon by the program are 
installed (see block 522) and provides the valid order in which the components are to be installed 
(see block 530). These operations are performed prior to installation. Curtis expressly discloses 
that the "check_dependency" function is executed before the files of the program are installed 
(see column 1 1, lines 23-24). 

4. Applicant further contends that Curtis and Taylor, neither alone nor in combination, teach 
or suggest each and every limitation set forth in the subject claims (page 12, middle paragraph). 
Specifically, Applicant contends that neither Curtis nor Taylor teach or suggest a validation 
component operative to provide a valid order and a setup engine operative to initiate installation 
of each of the components according to the valid order (page 14, first paragraph). 

However, as presented in the previous Office action, Curtis does teach a validation 
component operative to provide a valid order. The "checkdependency" function operates as a 
validation component and provides a valid installation order (see the discussion above). 
Furthermore, Curtis discloses an installation program or setup engine for installing each of the 
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components according to the valid order (see column 12, lines 27-40 and 51-53). Taylor 
supplements the setup engine taught by Curtis with the feature of providing first and second parts 
to the installation process (see column 2, lines 12-26 and 53-62). 

5. In response to Applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
Applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (page 11, middle 
paragraph), such as the "several possible valid installation orders may be defined for different 
aspects of the overall installation process" and "prior to installation and/or removal" limitations, 
are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1, 8-13, 16, 18, 21, 22, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 6,442,754 to Curtis. 

With respect to claim 1 (original), Curtis discloses a system to facilitate installation 
and/or removal of components (see the title and abstract) including at least one shared 
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component (see column 4, lines 33-37, which shows components that are depended upon by 
more than one program, i.e. shared components), comprising: 

(a) a validation engine operative to provide a valid order (see column 1 1 , lines 1 1-20, 
which shows a function for checking dependencies, i.e. a validation engine; see also column 12, 
lines 22-32, which shows generating a list of dependent components and providing a valid 
installation order); and 

(b) an installer operative to control at least one of an install and removal operation of the 
components based on the valid order and operative to effect manipulation of at least one property 
associated with the at least one shared component to reflect dependency for the at least one 
shared component according to the installation or removal thereof (see column 12, lines 32-50, 
which shows an installer for installing the components based on the valid order; see also FIG. 5 
and column 13, lines 7-10, which shows a data structure having properties that reflect 
dependency; see also column 13, lines 28-29, which shows manipulating the data structure when 
a component is installed). 

With respect to claim 8 (currently amended), Curtis further discloses the limitation 
wherein the at least one property further comprises configuration data indicative of an operating 
relationship of the at least one shared component and each installed dependent component 
associated with the at least one shared component (see FIG. 5 and column 13, lines 7-27, which 
shows a data structure having properties indicative of the relationship between a component and 
its dependencies). 
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With respect to claim 9 (original), Curtis further discloses the limitation wherein the 
installer is operative to control installation of the at least one shared component, such that a 
single set of files for the at least one shared component is copied as part of the installation for use 
by associated dependent components (see column 9, lines 47-64, which shows determining 
whether dependencies are already installed and installing a set of files for a shared component). 

With respect to claim 10 (original), Curtis further discloses the limitation wherein the at 
least one shared component has associated metadata operable to identify the at least one shared 
component as a shared component (see FIG. 3 and column 9, lines 10-25, which shows a 
dependency object comprising metadata that identifies whether a component is a shared 
component). 

With respect to claim 1 1 (original), Curtis further discloses the limitation wherein the at 
least one shared component requires at least one dependent component to perform a substantially 
useful function (see column 9, lines 25-3 1, which shows that dependent components must be 
installed in order for another component to perform all intended functions). 

With respect to claim 12 (original), Curtis further discloses the limitation wherein a 
runtime dependency exists between an installed dependent component and the shared component 
on which the dependent component depends (see column 9, lines 39-43, which shows 
dependencies needed by a component in order to operate, i.e. dependencies needed at runtime). 

With respect to claim 13 (original), Curtis further discloses a system to facilitate 
installation of components (see the title and abstract) including at least one shared component 
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(see column 4, lines 33-37, which shows components that are depended upon by more than one 
program, i.e. shared components), comprising: 

(a) a setup manager which controls installation of the components (see column 5, lines 
56-60, which shows an installer script, i.e. a setup manager); 

(b) dependency manager which provides a valid installation order based on metadata 
associated with at least some of the components (see column 11, lines 1 1-20, which shows a 
function for checking dependencies, i.e. a dependency manager, using dependency objects; see 
also FIG. 3 and column 9, lines 10-25, which shows that the dependency objects comprise 
metadata; see also column 12, lines 22-32, which shows generating a list of dependent 
components and providing a valid installation order); 

wherein the setup manager causes the components to be installed according to the valid 
installation order, a separate shared installation of the at least one shared component being 
implemented for each dependent component that depends on the at least one shared component 
(see column 12, lines 32-50, which shows installing each component based on the valid 
installation order). 

With respect to claim 16 (original), see the explanation for claim 10 above. 

With respect to claim 18 (original), Curtis further discloses at least one property 
associated with an installed instance of the at least one shared component which reflects 
dependency for the at least one shared component (see FIG. 5 and column 13, lines 7-10, which 
shows a data structure having properties that reflect dependency). 

With respect to claim 21 (original), see the explanation for claim 8 above. 
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With respect to claim 22 (currently amended), see the explanation for claim 9 above. 

With respect to claim 25 (original), Curtis discloses a system to facilitate installation 
and/or removal of components (see the title and abstract) including at least one shared 
component (see column 4, lines 33-37, which shows components that are depended upon by 
more than one program, i.e. shared components), comprising: 

(a) means for providing a valid order for the components (see column 12, lines 22-32, 
which shows generating a list of dependent components and providing a valid installation order); 

(b) means for controlling installation of the components based on the valid order (see 
column 12, lines 32-50, which shows an installer for installing the components based on the 
valid order); and 

(c) means for manipulating at least one property associated with the at least one shared 
component to reflect dependency for the at least one shared component based on at least one 
installation of the shared component and removal of a dependent component that depends on the 
at least one shared component (see FIG. 5 and column 13, lines 7-10, which shows a data 
structure having properties that reflect dependency; see also column 13, lines 28-29, which 
shows manipulating the data structure when a component is installed). 

With respect to claim 26 (original), Curtis discloses a method to facilitate installing 
and/or removing components (see the title and abstract) including at least one shared component 
(see column 4, lines 33-37, which shows components that are depended upon by more than one 
program, i.e. shared components), the method comprising: 
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(a) providing a valid order (see column 12, lines 22-32, which shows generating a list of 
dependent components and providing a valid installation order); 

(b) installing each of the plurality of components based on the valid order (see column 

12, lines 32-50, which shows installing the components based on the valid order); and 

(c) modifying at least one property associated with the at least one shared component to 
reflect dependency characteristics of the at least one shared component relative dependent 
components operative to use the at least one shared component (see Fig. 5 and column 13, lines 
7-10, which shows a data structure having properties that reflect dependency; see also column 

13, lines 28-29, which shows manipulating the data structure when a component is installed). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8, The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claim 2-4, 14, 15, 17, 23, 24 and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Curtis as applied to claims 1,13 and 26 above, respectively, in view of U.S. 
Pat No. 5,721,824 to Taylor. 

With respect to claim 2 (original), although Curtis shows that shared, or dependent, 
components are identified for installation prior to non-shared components (see column 12, lines 
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27-32), Curtis does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the valid order identifies shared 
components for installation subsequent to non-shared components. 

However, Taylor discloses the limitation above in terms of an action list, i.e. a valid 
order, that identifies shared, or dependent, components for installation subsequent to a non- 
shared package (see column 5, lines 25-29). Note that Taylor also discloses an implementation 
wherein dependent components are identified for installation before non-shared components, as 
in the Curtis system (see column 7, lines 49-53). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of identifying shared components for 
installation subsequent to non-shared components, as taught by Taylor, for the purpose of 
supporting an installation sequence that conforms to the constraints of the target system (see 
Taylor, column 2, lines 1-3), in order to increase the compatibility of the installation routine with 
different platforms. 

With respect to claim 3 (original), Curtis further discloses the limitation wherein the 
installer is operative to initiate a method to install each of the components based on the valid 
order during a part of the installation (see column 12, lines 32-50, which shows an installer for 
installing each of the components based on the valid order; see also column 12, lines 59-62, 
which shows that the installer is operative to initiate the installation). 

Curtis does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the at least one shared 
component is installed and configured for a selected dependent component during the first part of 
installation. 
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However, Taylor further discloses the limitation above in terms of installing components 
based on the action list, i.e. the valid order, during a first part of the installation (see column 2, 
lines 7-11, which shows that the flow of operations is layered, i.e. has multiple parts; see also 
column 2, lines 12-26, which shows installing packages during a first part of the installation). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of installing components during a first 
part of the installation, as taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software 
packages with a single load on the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see 
Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 4 (original), Curtis does not disclose the limitation wherein the 
method is operative to employ a second part of the installation to install the at least one shared 
component for each dependent component other than the selected dependent component during 
the second part of the installation. 

Taylor further discloses the limitation above in terms of installing packages or 
components that are depended upon by other dependent packages during a second part of the 
installation (see column 2, lines 7-11, which shows that the flow of operations is layered, i.e. has 
multiple parts; see also column 2, lines 53-62, which shows installing packages during a second 
part of the installation). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of installing components during a second 
part of the installation, as taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software 
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packages with a single load on the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see 
Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 14 (original), although Curtis does show a dependency manager for 
generating a valid installation order (see column 11, lines 1 1-20, which shows a function for 
checking dependencies, i.e. a dependency manager; see also column 12, lines 22-32, which 
shows generating a list of dependent components and providing a valid installation order), Curtis 
does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the dependency manager is operative to 
validate a received installation order, which, upon validation of the received installation order, 
becomes the valid installation order. 

However, Taylor further discloses the limitation above in terms of validating a 
dependency list, i.e. a received installation order, and using it as the valid installation order (see 
column 2, lines 28-40, which shows translating the dependency list into an action list, i.e. a valid 
installation order). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of validating an installation order, as 
taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software packages with a single load on 
the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 15 (original), although Curtis does show a dependency manager for 
generating a valid installation order (see column 1 1, lines 1 1-20, which shows a function for 
checking dependencies, i.e. a dependency manager; see also column 12, lines 22-32, which 
shows generating a list of dependent components and providing a valid installation order), Curtis 



Application/Control Number: 09/77 1,761 Page 1 3 

Art Unit: 2122 

does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein, if the received installation order is improper, 
the dependency manager is operative to create the valid installation order. 

However, Taylor further discloses the limitation above in terms of validating a 
dependency list, i.e. a received installation order, and creating a valid installation order (see 
column 2, lines 12-26, which shows generating an action list, i.e. a valid installation order). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of validating an installation order, as 
taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software packages with a single load on 
the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 17 (original), although Curtis does show an installer or setup 
manager for installing each of the components based on the valid installation order (see column 
12, lines 32-50; see also column 12, lines 59-62, which shows that the installer is operative to 
initiate the installation), Curtis does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the setup 
manager is operative to initiate a method to install each of the components according to the valid 
installation order during a first part of the installation, the at least one shared component being 
installed for a first dependent component during the first part of installation, the method being 
operative to install the at least one shared component for each other dependent component during 
a second part of the installation. 

However, Taylor further discloses the limitation above in terms of installing components 
based on the action list, i.e. the valid installation order, during a first part of the installation, and 
installing components that are depended upon by other dependent packages during a second part 
of the installation (see column 2, lines 7-11, which shows that the flow of operations is layered, 
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i.e. has multiple parts; see also column 2, lines 12-26, which shows installing packages during a 
first part of the installation; see also column 2, lines 53-62, which shows installing packages 
during a second part of the installation). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of first and second installation parts, as 
taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software packages with a single load on 
the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 23 (original), Curtis discloses a system to facilitate installation 
and/or removal of components (see the title and abstract) including at least one shared 
component (see column 4, lines 33-37, which shows components that are depended upon by 
more than one program, i.e. shared components), comprising: 

(a) a validation component operative to provide a valid order based on setup data (see 
column 11, lines 1 1-20, which shows a function for checking dependencies, i.e. a validation 
component, using dependency objects; see also FIG. 3 and column 9, lines 10-25, which shows 
that the dependency objects comprise setup data; see also column 12, lines 22-32, which shows 
generating a list of dependent components and providing a valid installation order). 

Although Curtis does show an installer or setup engine for installing each of the 
components based on the valid installation order (see column 12, lines 32-50; see also column 
12, lines 59-62, which shows that the installer is operative to initiate the installation), Curtis does 
not expressly disclose the limitation of: 

(b) a setup engine operative to initiate installation of each of the components according to 
the valid order during a first part of the installation, the shared component being installed for a 
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first dependent component during the first part of installation, the shared component being 
installed for each other dependent component during a second part of the installation separate 
from the first part. 

However, Taylor discloses the limitation above in terms of installing components based 
on the action list, i.e. the valid installation order, during a first part of the installation, and 
installing components that are depended upon by other dependent packages during a second part 
of the installation (see column 2, lines 7-11, which shows that the flow of operations is layered, 
i.e. has multiple parts; see also column 2, lines 12-26, which shows installing packages during a 
first part of the installation; see also column 2, lines 53-62, which shows installing packages 
during a second part of the installation). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of first and second installation parts, as 
taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software packages with a single load on 
the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 24 (currently amended), Curtis discloses a system to facilitate 
installation and/or removal of components (see the title and abstract) including at least one 
shared component (see column 4, lines 33-37, which shows components that are depended upon 
by more than one program, i.e. shared components), comprising: 

(a) a dependency manager operative to provide a valid order based on setup data (see 
column 11, lines 1 1-20, which shows a function for checking dependencies, i.e. a dependency 
manager, using dependency objects; see also Fig. 3 and column 9, lines 10-25, which shows that 
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the dependency objects comprise setup data; see also column 12, lines 22-32, which shows 
generating a list of dependent components and providing a valid installation order). 

Although Curtis does show an installer or setup engine for installing each of the 
components based on the valid installation order (see column 12, lines 32-50; see also column 
12, lines 59-62, which shows that the installer is operative to initiate the installation), Curtis does 
not expressly disclose the limitation of: 

(b) a setup engine operative to initiate installation of each of the components according to 
the valid order during a first part of the installation, the shared component being installed for a 
first dependent component during the first part of installation, the shared component being 
installed for each other dependent component during a second part of the installation, which is 
subsequent to the first part. 

However, Taylor discloses the limitation above in terms of installing components based 
on the action list, i.e. the valid installation order, during a first part of the installation, and 
installing components that are depended upon by other dependent packages during a second part 
of the installation (see column 2, lines 7-11, which shows that the flow of operations is layered, 
i.e. has multiple parts; see also column 2, lines 12-26, which shows installing packages during a 
first part of the installation; see also column 2, lines 53-62, which shows installing packages 
during a second part of the installation). 

Curtis further discloses the limitation wherein the setup manager is operative to effect 
manipulation of at least one property associated with the at least one shared component to reflect 
dependency characteristics of the at least one shared component as a function of at least one of 
installation of the shared component and removal of a dependent component that depends on the 
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at least one shared component (see Fig. 5 and column 13, lines 7-10, which shows a data 
structure having properties that reflect dependency characteristics; see also column 13, lines 28- 
29, which shows manipulating the data structure when a component is installed). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of first and second installation parts, as 
taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software packages with a single load on 
the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

With respect to claim 29 (original), see the explanation for claim 3 above. 

With respect to claim 30 (original), see the explanation for claim 4 above. 

With respect to claim 3 1 (original), Curtis discloses a method to facilitate installing 
and/or removing components including at least one shared component, the method comprising: 

(a) providing a valid order (see column 12, lines 22-32, which shows generating a list of 
dependent components and providing a valid installation order). 

Although Curtis does show an installer for installing each of the components based on the 
valid order (see column 12, lines 32-50; see also column 12, lines 59-62, which shows that the 
installer is operative to initiate the installation), Curtis does not expressly disclose the steps of: 

(b) effecting installation of each of the components during a first part of installation 
according to the valid order, the shared component being installed for a first dependent 
component during the first part of the installation; 

(c) effecting installation of the shared component for each other dependent component 
during a second part of the installation separate from the first part. 
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However, Taylor discloses step (b) above in terms of installing components based on the 
action list, i.e. the valid order, during a first part of the installation (see column 2, lines 7-11, 
which shows that the flow of operations is layered, i.e. has multiple parts; see also column 2, 
lines 12-26, which shows installing packages during a first part of the installation). 

Taylor further discloses step (c) above in terms of installing packages or components that 
are depended upon by other dependent packages during a second part of the installation (see 
column 2, lines 7-11, which shows that the flow of operations is layered, i.e. has multiple parts; 
see also column 2, lines 53-62, which shows installing packages during a second part of the 
installation). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the feature of first and second installation parts, as 
taught by Taylor, for the purpose of installing multiple software packages with a single load on 
the system, in order to improve the perceived performance (see Taylor, column 3, lines 47-51). 

10. Claims 5-7, 19, 20, 27 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Curtis as applied to claims 1, 18 and 26 above, respectively, in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
6,367,075 to Kruger et al. (hereinafter "Kruger"). 

With respect to claim 5 (original), although Curtis does show storing dependency 
information in order to indicate which components depend on a shared component (see column 
13, lines 1-6), Curtis does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the at least one property 
further comprises a reference count having a value indicative of a number of dependent 
components associated with the at least one shared component. 
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However, Kruger discloses the limitation above in terms of an installer that uses a 
reference count for shared library files, to ensure that files depended upon by other programs are 
not affected (see column 9, lines 14-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the reference count feature taught by Kruger et al., 
for the purpose of ensuring that shared components used by other programs are not affected, 
inherently reducing the number of potential version conflicts. 

With respect to claim 6 (original), although Curtis does show storing dependency 
information in order to indicate which components depend on a shared component (see column 
13, lines 1-6; note that the information is written during installation), Curtis does not expressly 
disclose the limitation wherein the installer is operative to effect an increase in the value of the 
reference count for each installation of the at least one shared component. 

However, Kruger further discloses the limitation above in terms of incrementing the 
reference count when a file is added or installed, to ensure that files depended upon by other 
programs are not affected (see column 9, lines 14-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the reference count feature taught by Kruger et al., 
for the purpose of ensuring that shared components used by other programs are not affected, 
inherently reducing the number of potential version conflicts. 

With respect to claim 7 (original), although Curtis does show storing dependency 
information in order to indicate which components depend on a shared component (see column 
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13, lines 1-6; note that the information is used when a component is to be uninstalled), Curtis 
does not expressly disclose the limitation wherein the installer is operative to effect a decrease in 
the value of the reference count in response to removal of a dependent component that depends 
on the at least one shared component. 

However, Kruger further discloses the limitation above in terms of decreasing the 
reference count when a file is deleted or removed, to ensure that files depended upon by other 
programs are not affected (see column 9, lines 14-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the Curtis system with the reference count feature taught by Kruger et al., 
for the purpose of ensuring that shared components used by other programs are not affected, 
inherently reducing the number of potential version conflicts. 

With respect to claim 19 (original), see the explanation for claim 5 above. 

With respect to claim 20 (original), see the explanations for claims 6 and 7 above. 

With respect to claim 27 (original), see the explanation for claim 5 above. 

With respect to claim 28 (original), see the explanations for claims 6 and 7 above. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
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MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Yigdall whose telephone number is (703) 305-0352. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:30am to 4:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (703) 305-4552. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

After October 25, 2004, the examiner can be reached at (571) 272-3707, and the 
examiner's supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached at (571) 272-3694. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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